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NOTICE  THAT  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


this  Notice:    October  14,  1983 


;ency:    City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning 

450  McAllister  St.  -  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco  CA  94102 
Contact  Person:    Sally  E.  Maxwell  Tel:  (415)  553-5260 


Title: 


83.314EZ:    Fifth  and 
Market  Street 

/elopment 


iUMENTS  OHPT. 

:RANCISCO 
[C  LIBRARY 

'ERENCE 
IBOOK 

taken  from  the  Library 


Project  Sponsor:    Sheldon  Gordon  c/o  SMG 

Market,  Inc. 
Project  Contact  Person:   Noah  Kennedy  c/o 

Whisler  Patri 


:reet  at  Market  Street 

j):    A/B  3705,  Lots  14,  15,  17,  18,  38,  42 

SCO 

jet  a  29-story,  390  foot  high,  1,103,000  gross  square  feet 
-oss  square  feet  of  office,  121,900  gross  square  feet  of 
set  of  parking  with  about  200  spaces;  demolish  three 
300  gross  square  feet  including  one  with  a  "B"  architec- 
2d  Unit  Development  approval. 


:FICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
.Tils  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
itary  for  Resources,  Sections  15081  (Determining  Signi- 
:ory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15084  (Decision  to 
.owing  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evalua- 
project,  which  is  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City 


tudy. 


Lne  for  Filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commis- 
Ort.nhPr  ?&:  1983   . 

>eal  requires  1)  a    letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal,  and  2)  a 
1  filing  fee.  . 


Alec  S.  Bash,  Environmental  Review  Officers 
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NOTICE  THAT  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


i 

jlDate  of  this  Notice:     October  14,  1983 


[  Lead  Agency:    City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning 

450  McAllister  St.  -  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco  CA  94102 
J.  Agency  Contact  Person:    Sally  E.  Maxwell  Tel:  (415)  553-5260 

'  Project  Title:     83.314EZ:'    Fifth  and  Project  Sponsor:    Sheldon  Gordon  c/o  SMG 
Market  Street  Market,  Inc. 

T  Mixed  Use  Development  Project  Contact  Person:   Noah  Kennedy  c/o 

*^Ju*-t  Sh*JUi  Whisler  Patri 


Project  Address:     9-41  5th  Street  at  Market  Street 

Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):  A/B  3705,  Lots  14,  15,  17,  18,  38,  42 
City  and  County:     San  Francisco 


Project  Description:     Construct  a  29-story,  390  foot  high,  1,103,000  gross  square  feed 
building  with  about  877,700  gross  square  feet  of  office,  121,900  gross  square  feet  of  ! 
retail,  76,000  gross  square  feet  of  parking  with  about  200  spaces;  demolish  three 
buildings  totaling  about  254,000  gross  square  feet  including  one  with  a  "B"  architec- 
tural rating;  requiring  Planned  Unit  Development  approval. 


THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED .    This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15081  (Determining  Signi- 
ficant Effect),  15082  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15084  (Decision  to 
Prepare  an  EIR) ,  and  the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evalua- 
tion (initial  study)  for  the  project,  which  is  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning : 

Please  see  attached  Initial  Study. 


Deadline  for  Filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commis- 
sion    Qrt.nhPr  74,   iqft3  , 

An  appeal  requires  1)  a    letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal,  and  2)  a 
$35.00  filing  fee. 
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"5097  Alec  S.  Bash,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
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FINAL  INITIAL  STUDY 
FIFTH  AND  MARKET  STREET  MIXED-USE 
DEVELOPMENT 

No.83.3l4EZ 

October  14,  1983 


I.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  Fifth  and  Market  Street  Project  would  be  a  retail/office  complex  with  accessory 
parking  and  loading  facilities.  The  retail/office  structure  would  be  located  on  Assessors 
Block  3705,  Lots  38  and  42.  Lots  18  and  17  would  contain  an  accessory  parking  structure 
connected  to  the  retail/  office  complex  by  a  pedestrian  bridge  over  Jessie  Street.  Lots 
14,  15,  17,  18  and  38  would,  together,  contain  an  integrated  loading  and  storage  facility 
for  both  the  new  retail/office  structure  and  for  the  Emporium  Department  Store. 
Together  these  iots  total  about  1 30,000  square  feet.  The  project  sponsor,  SMG  Market 
Incorporated,  will  seek  Conditional  Use  Authorization  for  a  Planned  Unit  Development 
(PUD)  to  allow  off-site  accessory  parking,  to  combine  the  project's  loading  facility  with 
the  Emporium's,  and  to  expand  the  project  boundaries  to  allow  for  a  larger  building. 

The  site  is  in  the  C-3-R  (Downtown  Retail)  district,  southwest  of  Union  Square,  on  the 
southeast  corner  of  Fifth  and  Market  Streets,  north  of  Jessie  Street.  It  is  also  located 
directly  south  and  across  Market  Street  from  the  Powell  Street  cable  car  turntable  and 
Hallidie  Plaza.  Immediately  adjacent  to  the  site,  to  the  east,  is  the  Emporium 
Department  Store  (Figure  I ,  page  2). 

There  is  a  four-story  building  on  Lot  42  (879  Market  Street),  known  as  the  Lincoln 
Building,  which  is  being  used  as  office  and  retail  space.  This  structure  is  rated  "B"  in 
Splendid  Survivors'  and  would  be  demolished  for  construction  of  the  proposed  project. 
Lot  38  contains  a  10-story  department  store  annex  which  would  be  demolished  as  part  of 
the  project.  Lots  14  and  15  contain  a  4-story  department  store  storage  and  offices  which 
would  be  converted  into  loading  facilities.  Lot  17  contains  a  5-story  office/storage 
facility  which  would  be  demolished.  Lot  18,  an  84-space  parking  lot,  would  be  replaced 
with  a  new  parking  structure. 

The  project  sponsor  proposes  construction  of  a  29-story,  39 1 -foot  high  office  complex 
with  retail  space  at  the  street  and  basement  levels  and  a  parking  structure  and  loading 
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facilities.  This  height  is  below  the  designated  400-foot  height  limit.  The  new  structure, 
containing  a  basement  level,  office  and  retail  space,  public  areas,  and  a  mechanical 
penthouse,  would  contain  approximately  1,103,000  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  with  about 
877,700  gsf  of  office  and  121,900  gsf  of  retail  (see  Figures  2  and  3,  pages  4  and  5).  The  4fe 
level,  76,000  gsf  accessory  parking  structure,  accessed  from  Mission  Street,  would  contain 
about  200  off-street  parking  spaces.  There  would  be  I  I  loading  spaces  as  part  of  the 
proposed  project  with  two  of  these  being  used  by  the  Emporium.  The  project  would  also 
provide  direct  pedestrian  access  to  the  BART/MUNI  concourse  at  the  concourse  level  and 
multi-level  pedestrian  passage  to  the  existing  Emporium  Department  Store. 

Estimated  construction  cost  of  the  project  would  be  approximately  $100  million.  A  two- 
year  construction  period  is  anticipated  to  be  completed  at  the  end  of  1986. 

The  project  architect  is  Whisler-Patri  of  San  Francisco. 


Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  Splendid  Survivors,  California 
Living  Books,  1979.  Heritage  is  a  non-profit  volunteer  historic  preservation  organization 
that  has  identified  and  documented  significant  San  Francisco  buildings. 

II.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  EFFECTS 

v 

A.  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECTS 

The  Fifth  and  Market  project  is  examined  in  this  Initial  Study  to  identify  its  potential 
effects  on  the  environment.  Some  impacts  generated  by  the  proposed  project,  itself  or 
cumulatively  with  other  projects  in  the  vicinity,  could  be  potentially  significant  and  will 
be  analyzed  in  an  EIR.  These  include  land  use,  urban  design,  population,  housing  demand, 
transportation  and  circulation,  construction  and  traffic  noise,  cumulative  air  quality, 
shadow  and  wind  patterns,  energy  demand,  and  architectural  resources. 

B.  INSIGNIFICANT  EFFECTS 

Some  environmental  effects  would  either  be  insignificant  or  potential  impacts  would  be 
mitigated  through  measures  incorporated  into  the  project  design.  The  following  issues 
require  no  environmental  analysis  and  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  EIR: 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
in  2014 
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Light  and  Glare:  The  project  would  not  have  reflective  glass  as  part  of  its  design.  The 
surrounding  properties  would  not  be  impacted  by  light  or  glare. 

Operational  Noise;  After  completion,  the  project  would  not  perceptibly  increase  noise  in 
the  project  vicinity. 

Project  Related  Air  Quality  Impacts  and  Impacts  from  Odors/Burning  of  Materials;  Con- 
struction and  operation  of  the  proposed  project  would  not  create  objectionable  odors,  nor 
would  the  project  involve  burning  any  materials.  Project  operation  would  not  violate  any 
ambient  air  quality  standard,  expose  any  sensitive  receptors  to  air  pollutants  or  create 
any  objectionable  odors.  The  issues  of  cumulative  and  traffic-related  air  quality  impacts 
will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

Utilities/Public  Services;  Increased  demand  for  public  services  and  utilities  attributable 
to  the  proposed  project  would  not  require  additional  personnel  or  equipment.  Fire 
Department  Service  impacts  will  be  included  in  the  EIR. 

Geology/Topography:  The  project  would  not  be  supported  by  pile  foundations.  A  mat 
foundation  would  be  used. 

»   Water:  The  site  is  currently  covered  by  buildings  and  paved  surfaces  and  has  no  surface 
water.  Alterations  to  drainage  patterns,  therefore,  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

Hazards:  The  proposed  project  would  not  be  affected  by  hazardous  uses  or  health 
hazards  in  the  area,  nor  would  there  be  a  potential  for  health  hazard.  An  evacuation  and 
emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the  project  sponsor  as  part  of  the 
project. 

Cultural:  Project  excavation  would  occur  in  previously  disturbed  soils.  Since  the  project 
site  is  beyond  the  old  San  Francisco  shoreline,  the  potential  for  encountering  cultural 
resources  during  construction  would  be  limited.  The  project  sponsor  has  included  a 
mitigation  measure  in  the  event  that  cultural  resources  are  encountered. 

Biology:  The  project  would  have  no  effect  on  plant  or  animal  life  because  the  site  is 
currently  covered  by  buildings. 
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III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

A.  COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS 
Could  the  project: 

I.     Require  a  variance,  special  authorization, 
or  change  to  the  City  Planning  Code  or 
Zoning  Map? 

*2.    Conflict  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of 

the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco?  X    X 

*3.    Conflict  with  any  other  adopted  environmental 

plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region?    X  X 

The  project  would  involve  the  consolidation  of  floor  area  from  warehouses  south  of  the 
site  off  Jessie  Street  and  the  application  for  a  Conditional  Use  Authorization  for  a 
Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD).  The  project  would  be  subject  to  Discretionary  Review 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission.  The  project  would  not  conflict  with  adopted 
environmental  plans  and  goals  of  the  City  and  region.  The  inclusion  of  a  parking  facility 
for  200  vehicles  may  not  respond  to  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Comprehensive 
Plan.  The  compatibility  of  the  proposed  project  with  specific  goals  in  the  Comprehensive 
Plan  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


Yes       No  Discussed 


X  X 


*  Derived   from   State  Environmental   Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant 
impacts. 


B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


Yes       No  Discussed 


I.     Land  Use.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical 
arrangement  of  an  established 

community?    X   

b.    Have  any  substantial  impact  upon 
the  existing  character  of  the 

vicinity?    X  X 

The  project  site  is  located  in  the  C-3-R  (Downtown  Retail)  district  and  in  two  height  and 
bulk  districts  —  400-1  and  160-G.  The  project  area  is  characterized  by  department  stores, 
banks,  retail  shops,  hotels,  restaurants  and  office  buildings  of  varying  sizes  and  ages.  This 
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project,  along  with  other  office  projects  proposed  in  the  immediate  area,  could  contribute 
to  an  increase  in  the  scale  and  density  of  land  uses.  This  matter  will  be  further  discussed 
in  the  EIR. 


2.  Visual  Quality.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*a.    Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable 

negative  aesthetic  effect?    X  X 

b.  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct 
any  scenic  view  or  vista  now 

observed  from  public  areas?  X    X 

c.  Generate  obtrusive  light  or 
glare  substantially  impacting 

other  properties?    X  X 

The  project  site  is  the  terminus  for  the  Powell  Street  view  corridor.  The  project  has  the 
potential  to  block  southern  views  from  Hallidie  Plaza  and  the  Powell  Street  cable  car 
turnaround.  The  project  would  not  contain  reflective  glass;  therefore,  no  obtrusive  light 
or  glare  would  impact  surrounding  structures.  The  visual  impact  on  the  City's  cityscape 
and  the  urban  design  of  the  project  will  be  discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 

3.  Population.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Induce  substantial  growth  or 

concentration  of  population?  X    X 

*b.    Displace  a  large  number  of 
people  (involving  either 

housing  or  employment)?  X    X 

c.    Create  a  substantial  demand 
for  additional  housing  in 
San  Francisco,  or  substantially 

reduce  the  housing  supply?  X    X 


The  proposed  project  would  include  demolition  of  the  existing  Lincoln  Building.  Offices 
occupy  the  top  floors  and  there  are  a  variety  of  retail  establishments  on  the  ground-floor 
and  basement  levels.  These  existing  businesses  would  be  displaced.  The  proposed  project 
is  larger  than  the  existing  structure  and  has  the  potential  of  increasing  the  number  of 
people  on-site.  The  potential  employment  growth  inducement  and  housing  demand  due  to 
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the  project  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  The  project  would  not  demolish  or  convert 
existing  housing,  and  therefore  would  not  reduce  the  housing  supply.  Only  after  analysis 
of  the  project  could  a  determination  be  made  if  the  project  creates  a  demand  for  new 
housing.  These  matters  will  h©*  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


4.    Transportation/Circulation.    Could  the  project: 


*a.    Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which 
is  substantial  in  relation  to  the 
existing  traffic  load  and  capacity 
of  the  street  system? 

b.  Interfere  with  existing  transportation 
systems,  causing  substantial  alterations 
to  circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic 
hazards? 

c.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 
existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity? 

d.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 
existing  parking  facilities? 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


A  project  of  this  size  could  increase  traffic  on  adjacent  streets  and  alleys;  however,  this 
would  depend  on  the  final  design,  location  and  access  points  of  the  loading  docks  and 
parking  structure.  It  could  also  add  incrementally  to  the  cumulative  demand  for  transit, 
parking  and  existing  transportation  systems.  All  of  the  above  matters  will  be  addressed  in 
the  EIR. 


Yes       No  Discussed 


5.    Noise.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Increase  substantially  the  ambient 
noise  levels  for  adjoining  areas? 

b.  Violate  Title  25  Noise  Insulation 
Standards,  if  applicable? 

c.  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing 
noise  levels? 


_X_ 
_X 

X 
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The  site  is  currently  exposed  to  noise  levels  of  85  dBA  from  trucks,  buses,  fire  engines  and 
police  sirens  along  Fifth  and  Market  Streets.  The  project,  which  would  contain  a  parking 
facility  and  loading  spaces,  could  cause  an  imperceptible  increase  in  noise  levels 
associated  with  project-related  traffic.  Construction  noise,  however,  would  impact  the 
surrounding  area.  Noise  impacts  occurring  during  the  construction  period  will  be  further 
analyzed  in  the  EIR. 

6.     Air  Quality/Climate.  Could  the  project: 

*a.  Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 
or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing 
or  projected  air  quality  violation? 

*b.  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 
pollutant  concentrations? 

c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 
odors? 

d.  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 
(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as 
to  substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 
change  the  climate  either  in  the  community 
or  region? 

v  Construction  activities  would  generate  pollutants  in  the  project  vicinity.  Trucks  and 
equipment  would  release  exhaust  that  would  affect  neighboring  buildings  during  construc- 
tion hours  and  earth  moving  would  generate  dust.  The  California  Health  and  Safety  Code 
requires  that  measures  be  taken  to  minimize  dust  generation,  specifically,  watering  of 
demolition  materials  and  soils.  Dust  emissions  would  be  suppressed  by  about  50%  with 
twice  daily  watering  of  exposed  earth  surfaces.  The  project  sponsor  would  provide  for 
this  level  of  watering.  During  particularly  windy  periods  of  site  preparation  and 
foundation  construction,  the  dust  emissions  which  remain  could  result  in  temporary 
localized  violations  of  air  quality  standards  governing  total  suspended  particulates  (TSP). 
Data  and  models  upon  which  to  base  quantitative  estimates  of  the  magnitude  and  duration 
of  potential  violations  do  not  exist. 

Air  quality  impacts  due  to  project-generated  traffic  and  cumulative  development,  shadow 
and  localized  wind  impacts  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


X_ 
X_ 

X 


_X 

X 


X 
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7.     Utilities/Public  Services.    Could  the  project: 

*a.    Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 
standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 
control? 

*b.    Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity 
to  serve  new  development? 

c.  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 
recreation  or  other  public  facilities? 

d.  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water, 
or  communications  facilities? 

The  project  would  incorporate  more  extensive  fire  protection  measures  than  existing  older 
buildings  in  the  area  because  of  the  more  stringent  code  standards  now  in  effect.  New 
buildings  must  conform  to  Life  Safety  Provisions  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code 
which  requires  automatic  fire  sprinklers,  a  fire  alarm  system,  and  emergency  power  and 
special  elevator  controls.  The  project  would  not  require  more  fire  department  personnel 
or  equipment.  Water  for  fighting  fires  would  be  available  to  the  project  from  both  the 
domestic  and  high-pressure  water  systems.  A  discussion  of  project-related  and  cumula- 
tive demands  for  fire  services  will  be  included  in  the  EIR. 

The  project  site  is  within  Police  Southern  Station's  district.  The  site  area  is  patrolled  by 
radio-dispatched  patrol  cars  24  hours  a  day.  The  proposed  development  would  increase 
property  and  the  daytime  population  on  the  site,  thus  increasing  the  potential  for  crime. 
Additional  personnel  or  equipment  would  not  be  required  by  the  police  department  due  to 
the  project. ' 

There  would  be  a  net  increase  in  the  consumption  of  energy.  The  project  would  conform 
to  California  energy  standards  for  nonresidential  buildings. 

There  would  be  an  increased  demand  for  communication  systems.    Pacific  Telephone 

2 

anticipates  no  difficulty  in  providing  service  to  the  site. 


Yes        No  Discussed 

  _X_   

  _X_   

  _X_  _X_ 

X  X 


n 


The  development  would  result  in  on-site  water  consumption  of  approximately  93,700 

gallons  per  day  (gpd).    The  existing  eight-inch  water  main  on  the  east  side  of  Fifth  Street 

3 

is  of  adequate  size  and  capacity  to  serve  the  demands  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  amount  of  wastewater  generated  by  the  project  would  be  about  the  same  as  the  water 

consumed.   There  is  a  12-inch  sanitary  sewer  in  the  east  side  of  Fifth  Street  and  a  three 

by  five-foot-three-inch  sewer  on  Fifth  Street  which  are  adequate  to  accommodate 

4 

wastewater  generated  by  the  project. 


The  proposed  office  building  would  generate  about  five  tons  of  solid  waste  per  workday. 
The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company  would  remove  solid  waste  and  does  not  anticipate 
problems  in  meeting  the  demand  generated  by  the  proposed  development.  Solid  waste  is 
currently  disposed  of  at  Mountain  View.  Beginning  November  I,  1983,  the  waste  will  be 
transported  to  Altamont  in  Alameda  County.  The  disposal  company  encourages  the  use  of 
trash  compactors  to  reduce  the  indirect  transportation  impacts  associated  with  disposal  of 
wasted 


A  reduction  in  enrollment  has  been  experienced  in  San  Francisco's  public  schools.  The 
school  district  could  accommodate  any  increase  in  school-aged  children  generated  by  the 
project. 6 


Hal  Waterman,  Planning  and  Research  Division,  San  Francisco  Police  Department, 
telephone  communication,  June  30,  1 983. 

Leo  Ladner,  Engineer,  Building  Industry  Department,  Pacific  Telephone,  telephone 
conversation,  September  1 9,  1 983. 

i 

Cy  Wentworth,  Water  Estimator,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  City  Distribution 
Division,  telephone  communication,  September  16,  1983. 

Nathan  Lee,  Engineering  Associate  II,  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering,  telephone  com- 
munication, September  16,  1983. 

Fiore  Garbarino,  Office  Manager,  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  telephone  communi- 
cation, August  17,  1983. 
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^San  Francisco  United  School  District,  Proposal  for  Leasing  and  Selling  Vacant  Property, 
April  29,  1980,  pp.  28  and  29.  ■  -  -  -  - 

Yes        No  Discussed 


8.    Biology.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 
species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat 

of  the  species?    X  X 

*b.    Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 

wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere  substantially 
with  the  movement  of  any  resident  or  migratory 

fish  or  wildlife  species?    X  X 

c.     Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers 

of  mature,  scenic  trees?    X  X 

The  project  site  is  totally  covered  by  buildings.  There  are  no  plant  or  animal  habitats  on 
the  site.  These  matters  do  not  require  further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 


9.     Geo  logy  /Topography.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Expose  people  or  structures  to  major 
geologic  hazards  (slides,  subsidence, 

erosion  and  liquefaction)?    _X_ 

b.     Change  substantially  the  topography 
or  any  unique  geologic  or  physical 

features  of  the  site?  X 


The  project  site  is  approximately  level  at  elevation  +22  feet,  San  Francisco  Datum 
12 

(SFD).  '  According  to  the  geologic  map  of  San  Francisco,  the  area  is  underlain  by  dune 
sand,  bay  mud,  undifferentiated  sediments  (sand  and  clay)  and  bedrock  at  about  -183  feet 
SFD.  Groundwater  probably  would  be  found  at  about  40  feet  below  ground  surface  (-18 
feet  SFD).^  The  project  area  would  experience  strong  to  very  strong  groundshaking  during 
a  great  earthquake  (Richter  Magnitude  8+)  along  the  San  Andreas  Fault."* 

The  proposed  project  would  not  expose  people  or  structures  to  a  major  geologic  hazard  or 
substantially  alter  the  topography  of  the  site.  The  building  would  meet  current  seismic 
engineering  standards.    Pile  driving  is  not  anticipated  as  underlying  materials  would 
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provide  adequate  foundation  support  and  seismic  stability.  A  mat  foundation  would  be 
used.  The  project  would  be  constructed  under  the  supervision  of  a  California  licensed 
structural  and  geotechnical  engineer.  These  matters  do  not  require  further  discussion  in 
the  EIR. 


10.    Water.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Substantially  degrade  water  quality, 
or  contaminate  a  public  water  supply? 

*b.    Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground 
water  resources,  or  interfere  substantially 
with  ground  water  recharge? 

*c.    Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 
siltation? 

There  is  no  surface  water  at  the  site.  The  site  is  currently  impervious,  covered  by 
existing  buildings.  The  proposed  project  would  not  alter  this  situation.  Runoff  would 
continue  to  drain  into  the  combined  City  storm/sewer  system.  Section  2903.1  of  the  San 
Francisco  Building  code  requires  that  the  construction  site  be  maintained  so  that  it  does 
not  create  or  constitute  a  hazard.  Adjacent  streets  would  be  mechanically  swept  by  the 
demolition  and  excavation  contractors  so  that  the  silt  would  not  be  washed  into  the  storm 
drains  and  dust  would  be  removed.  There  would  be  no  dewatering.  These  matters  require 
no  further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 


San  Francisco  Datum  is  approximately  8.6  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 
Site  visit  by  EIP  geologist  G.J.  Burwasser,  September  22,  1982. 

J.  Schlocker,  Geology  of  San  Francisco  North  Quadrangle,  California,  U.S.  Geological 
Survey,  Prof.  Paper  782,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C.,  1974,  plate 
I  (scale  1:24,000),  page  88,  Table  2,  pages  66,  83,  84,  91,  97,  99. 

Noah  Kennedy,  Whisler-Patri,  personal  communication,  September  27,  1 982. 

URS/John  A.  Blume  and  Associates,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation,  San 
Francisco,  California,  June  1974,  Figure  3. 


Yes       No  Discussed 


X  X 


X_  _X_ 

X  X 
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II.  Energy/Natural  Resources.  Could  the  project: 


Yes  No 


Discussed 


*a.    Encourage  activities  which  result  in 

the  use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water, 

or  energy,  or  use  these  in  a  wasteful  manner?    X  X 

b.     Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 

resource?  X  X 


The  project  would  not  encourage  wasteful  energy-related  activities  or  have  a  substantial 
effect  on  the  depletion  of  a  natural  resource.  Project-generated  and  cumulative  energy 
consumption  impacts  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


12.  Hazards.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Create  a  potential  public  health 

hazard  or  involve  the  use,  production 
or  disposal  of  materials  which  pose  a 
hazard  to  people  or  animal  or  plant 
populations  in  the  area  affected? 

*b.    Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans 
or  emergency  evacuation  plans? 

c.    Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire 
hazard? 

The  project,  a  mixed-use  retail  and  commercial  building,  would  not  create  a  potential 
public  health  hazard  through  the  production  or  disposal  of  harmful  materials.  An 
evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  as  part  of  the  proposed 
project  (see  D.,  Mitigation  Measures,  page  17).  The  project's  emergency  plan  would  be 
coordinated  with  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities.  The  project  would  not  create  a 
substantial  fire  hazard  because  it  would  incorporate  more  extensive  fire  protection 
measures  than  most  existing  buildings  in  the  area  to  comply  with  the  more  stringent  code 
standards  of  the  Life  Safety  provisions  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  and  Title  24  of 
the  State  Building  Code  now  in  effect.  These  issues  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


Yes       No  Discussed 


X_ 

_x 

X 


x_ 
x_ 

X 
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13.    Cultural.  Could  the  project: 


Yes  No 


Discussed 


*a.    Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric 
or  historic  archaeological  site  or  a 
property  of  historic  or  cultural  signifi- 
cance to  a  community  or  ethnic  or  social 
group;  or  a  paleontological  site 
except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific  study? 

*b.  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific  uses 
of  the  area? 

c.     Conflict  with  preservation  of  any 
buildings  of  City  landmark  quality? 


X 


X 


X 


X 


The  excavation  required  for  new  foundations  would  occur  in  existing  disturbed  soils  so 
there  would  be  limited  potential  for  encountering  cultural  resources  during  construction. 
However,  the  project  sponsor  has  included  a  mitigation  measure  as  part  of  the  project  in 
the  event  that  cultural  resources  are  encountered  (see  D.,  Mitigation  Measures,  page  17.), 
Issues  associated  with  cultural  impacts  require  no  further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 

The  Lincoln  Building,  built  in  1908,  is  rated  "B"  in  Splendid  Survivors. *    It  is  rated  "2"  in 

2 

the  architectural  and  historical  inventory  conducted  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
and  is  also  included  on  the  Department  of  City  Planning's  List  of  Architectural  and/or 
Historically  Significant  Buildings  (adopted  by  City  Planning  Commission  as  Resolution 
8600).  The  project  site  is  in  the  Emporium  Market  Street  block  which  may  be  eligible  for 
listing  as  a  National  Register  Historic  District.  It  is  also  contiguous  to  the  Powell  Street 
District  and  the  Retail  Shopping  District  which  may  also  be  eligible  for  the  same  listing. 

The  impacts  of  demolishing  this  architecturally  significant  building  will  be  discussed  in 
the  EIR. 


A  "B"  (major  importance)  rating  indicates  that  a  building  is  of  individual  importance  by 
virtue  of  architectural,  historical  and  environmental  criteria.  These  buildings  are 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  and  are  of  priority  for  City  landmark  status.  See 
Splendid  Survivors,  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  California 
Living  Books,  1979. 
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The  Department  of  City  Planning's  rating  system  progresses  from  "5"  to  "I"  with  "I" 
being  the  least  important  in  architectural  or  historic  value. 

'Splendid  Survivors,  pages  247-25 1 . 


Yes       No  Discussed 

C.  OTHER 

Require  approval  of  permits  from 
City  Departments  other  than  DCP  or 
BBI,  or  from  Regional,  State  or 

Federal  Agencies?    X   


Yes       No       N/A  Discussed 

D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

1.  If  any  significant  effects  have 
been  identified,  are  there  woys 

to  mitigate  them?  X      X 

2.  Are  all  mitigation  measures  identified 

above  included  in  the  project?  X       

MITIGATION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT: 

1 .  Hazards 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the  project  sponsor  or 
building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency 
Services,  to  ensure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the 
project's  plan  and  to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  The 
project's  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and  implemented  by 
building  management  insofar  as  feasible  before  issuance  of  final  building  permits  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works. 

2.  Historic  and  Cultural  Resources 

Should  evidence  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  of  significance  be  found  during  project 
excavation,  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the  President  of  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  would  be  notified.  The  project  sponsor  would  select  an 
archaeologist  or  other  expert  to  help  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  determine  the 
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significance  of  the  find  and  whether  feasible  measures,  including  appropriate  security 
measures,  could  be  implemented  to  preserve  or  recover  such  artifacts.  The  Environ- 
mental Review  Officer  would  then  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if  necessary, 
and  recommendations  would  be  sent  to  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation. 
Excavation  or  construction  which  might  damage  the  discovered  cultural  resources  would 
be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of  four  weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and 
retrieval,  if  appropriate. 

3.     Air  Quality 

The  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  requires  that  measures  be  taken  to  minimize  dust 
generation;  specif ially,  watering  of  demolition  materials  and  soils.  The  project  sponsor 
would  require  the  contractor  to  implement  a  twice-daily  watering  program,  which  would 
reduce  the  likelihood  of  airborne  construction  dust  and  particulates  exceeding  state  and 
federal  standards.  An  effective  watering  program  (complete  coverage  twice-daily)  can 
reduce  emissions  by  about  50%.  Adjacent  streets  would  be  mechanically  swept  by  the 
demolition  and  excavation  contractors  so  that  silt  would  not  be  washed  into  the  storm 
drains  and  dust  would  be  removed. 

Additional  mitigation  measures  for  the  project  will  be  discussed  in  the  E1R. 

E.  ALTERNATIVES 

The  following  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  will  be  discussed  in  the  E1R: 

1.  No  project 

This  alternative  would  discuss  the  conditions  which  would  prevail  on  the  project  site 
if  no  development  occurred. 

2.  Historic  Preservation 

This  alternative  would  analyze  the  preservation  and  rehabilitation  of  the  Lincoln 
Building. 

3.  Compliance  with  City  Planning  Code 

This  alternative  would  present  a  project  conforming  to  the  Planning  Code  without  a 
Planned  Unit  Development  or  other  special  authorization. 
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4.    Downtown  Plan 


An  alternative  which  conforms  to  the  policies  of  the  Downtown  Plan  will  be 
discussed. 

5.     Alternative  Design 

This  alternative  will  discuss  a  project  containing  a  tower  which  conforms  to  the 
height  limits  in  the  Downtown  Plan. 


F.  MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  Yes       No  Discussed 

*l.   Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the 
quality  of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce 
the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause 
a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below 
self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate 
a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the  number 
or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered 
plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  important  examples 
of  the  major  periods  of  California  history  or 

prehistory?    X  

*2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve 
short-term,  to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term, 

environmental  goals?    X   

*3.  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental 
effects  which  are  individually  limited,  but 
cumulatively  considerable?  (Analyze  in  the 
light  of  past  projects,  other  current  projects, 

and  probable  future  projects.)  X     

*4.  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse 
effects  on  human  beings,  either  directly  or 

indirectly?  "    _X_   

*5.  Is  there  a  serious  public  controversy 
concerning  the  possible  environmental 

effect  of  the  project?    X   


19 


G.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY: 


I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment,  and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect 
on  the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case 

because  the  mitigation  measures,  numbers  ,  in  the  discussion  have  been 

included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 
will  be  prepared. 

I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment,  and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


Alec  S.  Bash 

Environmental  Review  Officer 


for 

Dean  L.  Maoris 
Director  of  Planning 


>  Date: 


October  13,  1983 
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DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


STATE  AND  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

General  Project  Section 
Air  Resources  Board 

REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District 

California  Arch.  Site  Survey 
Regional  Office 

Calif.  Dept.  of  Transportation 
Bus.  &  Trans.  Agency 

Calif.  Dept.  of  Transportation 
Public  Trans.  Branch 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

Bureau  of  Bldg.  Inspection 

San  Francisco  Water  Department 

San  Francisco  Committee  for 
Utility  Liaison  on  Construction 
and  Other  Projects  (CULCOP) 

SF  Department  of  Public  Works 
Traffic  Engineering  Division 

San  Francisco  Fire  Dept. 
Div.  of  Planning  &  Research 

Municipal  Railway 
Planning  Division 

Public  Utilities  Commission 
Energy  Conservation 

San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Dept. 
Mayor's  Economic  Development  Council 


MEDIA 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
San  Francisco  Chronicle 
San  Francisco  Examiner 
San  Francisco  Progress 
The  Sun  Reporter 
Tenderloin  Times 

LIBRARIES 

San  Francisco  Public  Library 
Cogswell  College  Library 
EPA  Library 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  Library 

Inst,  of  Govt.  Studies 

San  Francisco  State  University 

Government  Documents  Section, 
Stanford 

GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS 
American  Institute  of  Architects 
Bay  Area  Council 

Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
John  E.  Bon  in 

Environmental  Simulation  Laboratory 
Boyer  Associates 
Brobeck,  Phleger,  Harrison 
Michael  Buck 
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GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS  (continued) 


GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS  (continued) 


David  Capron 

Dale  Carlson 

Chickering  &  Gregory 

Joseph  Cortiz 

Cushman  Wakefield 

DKS  Associates 

RB  International  Services 

Downtown  Association 

Downtown  Senior  Social  Services 

Blayney-Dyett 

Environmental  Planning  &  Research 
Environmental  Science  Associates 
Friends  of  the  Earth 
Heritage 

Annette  Granucci 

Gruen,Gruen+ Associates 

Donald  Head  &  Associates 

Heller,  Ehrman,  White  &  McAuliffe 

Sue  Hestor 

David  Jones 

Paula  Lamb 

Lee  &  Fan  Architects  & 
Planners,  Inc. 


Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 

Marathon  U.S.  Realties,  Inc. 

Robert  Meyers  Associates 

Kay  Pachtner 

Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 

Planning  Analysis  &  Dev. 

Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 

Charles  Hall  Page  &  Assoc. 

James  Reed 

David  P.  Rhoades 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 

SF  Const.  &  Bldg.  Trades  Council 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 

San  Francisco  Conv.  &  Visitors  Bureau 

San  Francisco  Ecology  Center 

San  Francisco  Junior 
Chamber  of  Commerce 

San  Francisco  Labor  Council 

San  Francisco  Planning  & 
Urban  Research  Association 

San  Franciscans  for 
Reasonable  Growth 

San  Francisco  Forward 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

John  Sanger  &  Associates 

Senior  Escort  Program 

Sierra  Club 

Appraisal  Consultants 
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GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS  (continued) 


Tenants  and  Owners  Development 
Corporation 

Timothy  Tosta 

Jeff  Vance 

Steven  Weicker 

Whisler-Patri 

ADJACENT  PROPERTY  OWNERS 

Mary  Stebbins 

Parrott  Investment  Co. 

John  T.  &  Siew  Yoong  Yap  Hung 

Robert  L.  Coleman 

CGRS  Associates 

U.S.  Treasury,  Old  Mint 

Lurie  Company 
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